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act consistently with the advice which he had previously offered
and to support the Commission. We believe, however, that the
Indian community acted wisely in abstaining from giving evidence.
To speak plainly, an oath once taken can never be broken. If
they had tendered evidence, they would have struck at the very
root of satyagraha. Moreover, abstention from tendering evidence
has, in the event, proved to be an advantage. We had three
hundred witnesses at least. Indian Associations throughout South
Africa would have led evidence on our grievances. Then, there
were the Europeans ready to tender evidence. Thus, the mere
recording of our evidence would have taken six months. After that,
the Commission would have taken some more time before issuing
the report. It would then have been rendered impossible to intro-
duce remedial legislation in the current session of Parlia-
ment, as is now likely to be done. What could have been more dis-
astrous for us? Again, if we had tendered evidence, the spirit of
conciliation which we find prevailing today would not have been
there. It would also not have been possible for Mr, Andrews to
do what he did, sowing the seeds of conciliation so silently and
with such deep love and humility. The reason is that our giving
evidence would have aggravated animosity. We, on our side, would
have made bitter statements and the whites would have retaliated*
The latter would have led stronger evidence against the evidence
tendered by us, and in that case, would not have had the sense of
responsibility that they actually showed. In these circumstances
we could not have entertained strong hopes for settlement as we
do now. Thus, our remaining faithful to an oath taken in the
face of advice to the contrary by the Viceroy was sacred in itself
and it has yielded gratuitously other good sweet fruit. Such is
the magic power of truth and the efficacy of satyagraha. He who
has the fear of God in him need not be afraid of any man.1 The
truth of this has been proved over and over again a million times*
A scrutiny of the Commission's report leads us to the same
conclusion. Practically no evidence was tendered by us in regard
to the £3 tax and the question of Indian marriages. But these two
issues were in the forefront of our struggle, and the Commission's
recommendations on them could not possibly have been better
even if we had tendered voluminous evidence. If we had led
evidence in regard to the £3 tax, very probably, as it seems to us,
the Commission would not have found it passible to criticize it
as strongly as it did. All those Indians who were misled into
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